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Inequalities in English child protection practice under austerity: a universal challenge? 
Abstract 
The role that area deprivation, family poverty and austerity policies play in the demand for and 
ƐƵƉƉůǇŽĨĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐhas been a contested issue in England in recent years. These 
relationships have begun to be explored through the concept of inequalities in child welfare, in 
parallel to the established fields of inequalities in education and health. This article focuses on the 
relationship between economic inequality and out-of-home care and child protection interventions. 
The work scales up a pilot study in the West Midlands to an all-England sample, representative of 
English regions and different levels of deprivation at a local authority (LA) level. The analysis 
evidences a strong relationship between deprivation and intervention rates and large inequalities 
between ethnic categories. There is further evidence of the inverse intervention law  ?ƵƚŚŽƌƐ ? ?
2015): for any given level of neighbourhood deprivation, higher rates of child welfare interventions 
are found in LAs which are less deprived overall. These patterns are taking place in the context of 
cuts in spending on English ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ? ? ? ?-11 and 2014-15 that have been 
greatest in more deprived LAs. Implications for policy and practice to reduce such inequalities are 
suggested. 
Introduction 
Of 35 OECD countries, the UK had the 29th highest rate of disposable income inequality in 2014 
(OECD, 2016). Only Estonia amongst European countries had a higher Gini coefficient  W a measure of 
the distribution of wealth in a society, wherein a higher score means higher levels of inequality. The 
period since the global financial crisis of 2007 has seen some economic recovery but, as the OECD 
reports, the benefits have not been equally shared. The United Kingdom is identified as one of the 
countries where  W although job creation has been strong  W real wages have fallen. In the UK the 
redistributive effects of taxation and benefits are amongst the weakest in Europe while non-cash 
transfers in the form of public spending on health, education and social care have failed to keep 
pace with inflation since 2010. What relationship have these economic trends had with patterns of 
demand for and suppůǇŽĨĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ?
/ŶƚŚĞĐĂƐĞŽĨĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐŽĐŝĂůĐĂƌĞŝŶŶŐůĂŶĚ ?ŽƵƌĂŶůǇƐŝƐŽĨůŽĐĂůĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇĞǆƉĞŶĚŝƚƵƌĞƌĞƚƵƌŶƐƚŽ
the Department for Education (DfE) shows a total reduction in expenditure per child ŽŶŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?Ɛ
ĂŶĚzŽƵŶŐWĞŽƉůĞ ?Ɛ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞs of 14% between 2010 and 2015 (at 2015/16 prices), with the most 
deprived third of LAs (by overall Index of Multiple Deprivation score) being cut by 21% compared to 
7% in the least deprived third. The heaviest burden of these cuts have fallen on early years and early 
ŚĞůƉƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ?dŚĞĨƌĞƉŽƌƚŽŶ ‘ŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ PƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐĂŶĚĚĞůŝǀĞƌǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? ?ƐŚŽǁƐƚŚĂƚ
expenditure on services other than those for children in need, looked after children and adoption 
was cut by 29%, nationally, between 2010/11 and 2013/14 alone. They concluded that 
 ‘ƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐŽŶƐŽŵĞƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĂƌĞĂƐǁĂƐĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚŽƌŝŵƉŽƐƐŝďůĞĨŽƌƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŶŐĐŽƵŶĐŝůƐƚŽ
ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ? ?ĂƐĨŽƌůŽŽŬĞĚĂĨƚĞƌĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ? ? ?, ?ŽǁĞǀĞƌůŽĐĂůĐŽƵŶĐŝůƐŚĂĚŐƌĞĂƚĞƌĨůĞǆŝďŝůŝƚǇ
to decide spending changes on other areaƐ ?ƐƵĐŚĂƐĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĞĂƌůǇŚĞůƉ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ? 
The DfE provide no analysis of data by the level of deprivation of the LA. Paradoxically they also 
concluded that the major strategy LAs used for managing demand was to place greater emphasis on 
early help and integrating services, the reality not matching the rhetoric. Our examination shows 
that, as a result of this pattern of cuts, by 2014- ? ?>ƐǁĞƌĞƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ ? ?A?ŽĨƚŚĞƚŽƚĂůĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?Ɛ
services budget on looked after children (in out-of-home care), on average, compared to only 32% in 
2010/11. Inequalities had opened up between LAs with high deprivation LAs spending 44% on 
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looked-after children, compared to 39% in low deprivation LAs, further illustrating the acute squeeze 
on prevention and family support especially in deprived areas. 
As austerity policies were eating into the capacity of both families and LAs to provide for chŝůĚƌĞŶ ?Ɛ
wellbeing, and the narrative around child protection became more risk averse (Featherstone et al., 
2014; Stanford, 2010), it is not surprising that levels of service demand were increasing. Between 
2010 and 2016 the numbers of children in contact with state services during the year increased 
substantially: 
Insert Table 1 
These changing patterns of service demand were not only influenced by economic factors but also 
ďǇƚŚĞĐƵůƚƵƌĞƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ?dŚĞǀŝƐŝŽŶŽĨ ‘ĂĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇďĂƐĞĚĂŶd family oriented 
ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ? ?ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞƚŽĂůů ? ?ƌĞĂĐŚ ?ŝŶŐ ?ĨĂƌďĞǇŽŶĚƚŚĞĚŝƐĐŽǀĞƌǇĂŶĚƌĞƐĐƵĞŽĨƐŽĐŝĂůĐĂƐƵĂůƚŝĞƐ ?
(Seebohm 1969, p. ); was, of course, long gone (Parton, 2014) . It had been replaced by a form of 
state intervention in family life still predominantly based in local government and dependent on 
social work professionals but saturated by a focus on child protection. The model being promoted 
centred on the identification of and elimination of risk to individual children with little concept of the 
relationship of safeguarding to the economic or community context let alone the principle of 
reciprocity that Seebohm had proposed (Featherstone et al. 2014). While LAs had some capacity to 
contain the growth of accepted referrals and there was little increase, once referred children (or 
families) were increasingly likely to be subject to a Section 47 investigation. A section 47 
ŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶƚĂŬĞƐƉůĂĐĞǁŚĞƌĞƚŚĞ>ŚĂƐ ‘reasonable cause to suspect that a child who lives, or is 
found, in their area is suffering, or is likely to suffer, significant harm ? ?Ǉ ? ? ? ?-16 more than 1 in 4 of 
all referrals were investigated as a child protection concern compared to 1 in 7 in 2009-10,  but the 
proportion investigated that were substantiated by a child protection plan had fallen by 20%. 
Insert Table 2 
In the face of austerity policies affecting families and local government, powerful political and 
ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂůǀŽŝĐĞƐŚĂǀĞĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐĞĚƚŚĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇŽĨƉĂƌĞŶƚƐĂŶĚ>ƐŝŶĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?Ɛ
welfare. The role ŽĨĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ ?ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐĐŝƌĐƵŵƐƚĂŶĐĞƐŝŶĐŚŝůĚƉƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶǁĂƐƌĞƉƵĚŝĂƚĞĚďǇƚŚĞ
^ĞĐƌĞƚĂƌǇŽĨ^ƚĂƚĞǁŝƚŚƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇĨŽƌĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ? 
 ‘/ŶƚŽŽŵĂŶǇĐĂƐĞƐ ?ƐŽĐŝĂůǁŽƌŬƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐŝĚĞĂůŝƐƚ ĐƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐďĞŝŶŐƚŽůĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ
individuals with whom they will work have been disempowered by society. They will be 
encouraged to see these individuals as victims of social injustice whose fate is 
overwhelmingly decreed by the economic forces and inherent inequalities which scar 
our society. This analysis is, sadly, as widespread as it is pernicious. It robs individuals of 
ƚŚĞƉŽǁĞƌŽĨĂŐĞŶĐǇĂŶĚďƌĞĂŬƐƚŚĞůŝŶŬďĞƚǁĞĞŶĂŶŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?ƐĂĐƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚƚŚĞ
consequences. It risks explaining away substance abuse, domestic violence and personal 
irresponsibility, ratheƌƚŚĂŶĚŽŝŶŐĂǁĂǇǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŵ ? ?'ŽǀĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
A report commissioned by government on the education of social workers (Narey, 2014) also 
challenged the link between family circumstances and outcomes for children:  
 ‘many families of modest income provide loving and safe homes for their children and it 
is vital  W I would argue  W not to seek to persuade students that poor parenting or 
neglect are necessary consequences of disadvantage. There may be a partial correlation 
between disadvantage and poor parenting but there is not a causal link ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ?. 
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Similarly the performance of LAs has been said to be nothing to do with either the influence of the 
level of deprivation on demand or the level of expenditure. For example, Michael Wilshaw, then 
Chief Inspector of OfsteĚ ?ǁƌŽƚĞŝŶŚŝƐĨŝŶĂůĂŶŶƵĂůƌĞƉŽƌƚŽŶĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ?KĨƐƚĞĚ ? ? ? ? ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ?
referring to the 25% LAs judged inadequate, that  
 ‘ƚŚĞƐĞǁĞĂŬŶĞƐƐĞƐĐĂŶďĞŽǀĞƌĐŽŵĞƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŐƌŝƚĂŶĚĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚǁŝƚŚŐŽŽĚ
leaders, who make the work easier to do well. Our inspectors have seen this across the 
country and we now know that: Inadequacy is not a function of size, deprivation or 
ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ?ďƵƚŽĨƚŚĞƋƵĂůŝƚǇŽĨůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉĂŶĚŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ? ?
The report of the National Audit Office (NAO) into Children in Need (2016, p. 7) ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚƚŚĂƚ ‘KƵƌ
own analysis found no relationship between LAs ?ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐŽŶĞĂĐŚĐŚŝůĚŝŶŶĞĞĚĂŶĚƚŚĞ
quality of service ?ĂƐŵĞĂƐƵƌĞĚďǇKĨƐƚĞĚũƵĚŐĞŵĞŶƚƐ ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ŝŶĨĂĐƚ ?ďŽƚŚŚŝŐ ĚĞƉƌŝǀĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚ
low per child expenditure have been found to have a significant relationship to poor Ofsted 
judgements (see below, p.9).  
These arguments focused on whether variations in service provision between LAs reflected 
deprivation or expenditure. The wider issue of differences between LAs in intervention rates has 
been the subject of some attention in recent years  and begun to be characterised as an issue of 
social inequality (Authors, 2014a, 2014b, 2015) ĞĐŚŽŝŶŐŝŶĞƋƵĂůŝƚŝĞƐŝŶĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚ
health. This approach was adopted by the NAO report, emphasising that wide inconsistencies 
between LAs in Ofsted judgements, re-referral and repeat child protection plan rates were evidence 
ƚŚĂƚ ‘ĐŚildren in different parts of the country do not get the same access to help or protection ?
(p.7). IndeĞĚ ?ƚŚĞEKƌĞƉŽƌƚĐŚĂƌŐĞĚƚŚĞĨǁŝƚŚƌĞĐŽŶĐŝůŝŶŐǀĂƌŝĂƚŝŽŶƐŝŶ>ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞǁŝƚŚ ‘ŝƚƐŐŽĂů
of all children having equal access to high-quality services ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ?ĂƵƚŚŽƌƐ ?ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐ ?. 
 
dŚĞĨ ?ƐďůƵĞƉƌŝŶƚĨŽƌŝŵƉƌŽǀŝŶŐĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐƉƵďůŝƐŚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞƐƵŵŵĞƌŽĨ ? ? ? ? ? ‘WƵƚƚŝŶŐ
ŚŝůĚƌĞŶ&ŝƌƐƚ ?did, indeed, imply that equality of access to service provision was a central goal of 
ƉŽůŝĐǇ P ‘By 2020 our ambition is that all vulnerable children, no matter where they live, receive the 
same high quality of care and support ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ?dŚŝƐĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚƚŽĞƋƵĂůŝƚǇŽĨĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ  ?
coupled with the pre-existing aims of closing the gap in outcomes between looked after children and 
the wider population, could be taken as the beginnings of an equalities perspective taking hold in 
ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐƉŽůŝĐǇ ?WƵƚƚŝŶŐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ&ŝƌƐƚĂůƐŽƐĞƚƐŽƵƚƚǁŽŽƚŚĞƌŬĞǇĂŵďŝƚŝŽŶƐĨŽƌƉŽůŝĐǇ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ P ‘to deepen our understanding of how best to support families facing  ?entrenched 
challenges to become stronger ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ?ĂŶĚĨŽƌ ‘families to have more confidence in turning to 
professionals for help ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ? 
 
However, for an equalities perspective to become convincing, equality of access to services for 
children ǁŚŽƐĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŝƐĂůƌĞĂĚǇƵŶĚĞƌƚŚƌĞĂƚŚĂƐƚŽďĞĞǆƚĞŶĚĞĚƚŽĞƋƵĂůŝƚǇŝŶĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?Ɛ
chances of a good enough childhood, and equality of outcomes for all children in contact with 
services, not only those who are looked after. For these aims to be achieved the system needs to 
ŬŶŽǁ ?ĨŝƌƐƚ ?ǁŚŽŝƐĞŶƚĞƌŝŶŐĐŽŶƚĂĐƚǁŝƚŚĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĂŶĚǁŚǇ ?tŚŝĐŚĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ĨƌŽŵĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ
in which circumstances, from which communities, in which neighbourhoods are experiencing 
damaging childhoods? Second, there is a need to understand what happens to the majority of 
ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶǁŚŽƌĞĐĞŝǀĞĂĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶƐŚŽƌƚŽĨďĞĐŽŵŝŶŐůŽŽŬĞĚĂĨƚĞƌŽƌĂĚŽƉƚĞĚ ?
&ŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?ǁŚĂƚĂƌĞƚŚĞĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶĐĞƐĨŽƌĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ ? ‘confidence in turning to professionals for 
help ?ŽĨƚŚĞexponential growth in Section 47 investigations which do not result in child protection 
plans?  
 
The first of these issues has been central to a major research study funded by the Nuffield 
Foundation. The Child Welfare Inequalities Project (www.coventry.ac.uk/CWIP) aimed to build 
ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĂŶĚƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐŽĨŝŶĞƋƵĂůŝƚŝĞƐŝŶĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐĐŚĂŶĐĞƐŽĨŝŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚǁŝƚŚĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?Ɛ
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services between the four UK countries: England, Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales and 
between LAs within each of the four countries. A previous pilot study in the English West Midlands, 
covering 10% of all children in the country but all from one region, had found large scale inequalities 
in the proportion of children from different LAs that were either on a child protection plan or were a 
looked after child on 31st March 2012 (Authors, 2014a; 2014b; 2015; 2016). The main factors 
correlating with these inequalities were deprivation level in the immediate neighbourhood (a proxy 
for family socio-economic circumstances), ethnic category and the overall deprivation of the LA. 
Within the 4 nations study, a quantitative study of a representative sample of English LAs was 
undertaken and key findings of this element of the wider project are outlined below. 
 
ĐĞŶƚƌĂůƉƵƌƉŽƐĞŽĨƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚǁĂƐƚŽƚĞƐƚƚŚĞ ‘ĚĞŵĂŶĚĂŶĚƐƵƉƉůǇ ?ŵŽĚĞůŽĨŝŶĞƋƵĂůŝƚŝĞƐŝŶ
intervention rates published previously (Authors, 2015). Once inconsistencies in the data have been 
eliminated, we suggest that intervention rates are a product of two main factors which we call 
 ‘ĚĞŵĂŶĚ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ƐƵƉƉůǇ ? ?Demand refers to the underlying social determinants such as the socio-
economic circumstances of families, which may get reflected in levels of domestic violence, mental 
and physical ill-health or substance use, and possibly also  the impact of social capital in terms of the 
quality of neighbourhoods and communities. Supply factors are those factors affecting service 
provision and patterns, such as the legal and policy framework, the local priorities and patterns of 
service provision, the level and allocation of resources; the skills and qualities of staff. Our 
hypothesis is that supply and demand factors interact to produce intervention rates. 
 
Insert Fig. 1 here 
 
 
Methods 
The Child Welfare Inequalities Project (CWIP), a collaboration between researchers in 7 universities 
in all the UK countries, adopted an integrated methodology involving a combination of: 
x literature based analyses of policy and evidence 
x quantitative studies in each country and 
x in depth case studies of policy and practice in a small number of LAs in England and 
Scotland, supplemented by focus groups in Wales and Northern Ireland. 
These core elements will be enhanced by a study of parental perspectives, to be undertaken in 2017. 
 
The literature based studies took a number of forms. A rapid evidence review of the relationship 
between poverty and child abuse and neglect was jointly commissioned by the Nuffield Foundation 
and the Joseph ZŽǁŶƚƌĞĞ&ŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƉƵďůŝƐŚĞĚŝŶ ? ? ? ? ?ƵƚŚŽƌƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?dǁŽƉĂƌĂůůĞůƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ
of the policy context in the four UK countries linked to trends in intervention rates were carried out 
focusing on children on child protection plans or registers and on looked after children, respectively 
 ?ƵƚŚŽƌƐ ? ? ?ĨŽƌƚŚĐŽŵŝŶŐ ?ƵƚŚŽƌƐ ? ?ĨŽƌƚŚĐŽŵŝŶŐ ? ?dŚĞŝŶ-depth case studies will be reported 
elsewhere. 
 
The focus here is on the quantitative study in England. The design involved administrative data 
linkage between three data sets: 
x data about individual children obtained from LAs based on the annual children in need and 
looked after children returns required by the DfE 
x population data about the numbers of children aged 0-17 living in England, at different 
levels of geography, using publicly available data from the Census 2011 and mid-year 
population estimates for summer 2014 
x Index of Multiple Deprivation scores (2015) at different levels of geography 
(https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-indices-of-deprivation-2015). 
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dŚĞĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĚĂƚĂĐŽǀĞƌĞĚĂƐƉĞĐƚƐŽĨƚŚĞŝĚĞŶƚŝƚŝĞƐŽĨĂůůĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶǁŚŽǁĞƌĞŝŶŶĞĞĚĂƚƚŚĞ
31st March 2015: their age, gender, ethnic category; whether they were on a child protection plan 
(and, if so, under which category of abuse) or whether they were looked after (and if so, in which 
setting they were placed and their legal status). All these data are routinely provided by LAs to the 
DfE. The additional item of data which we requested and which is not provided in the children in 
need census, concerned the small neighbourhood (Lower Super Output Area - LSOA) in which they 
lived or from which they entered the care system, if they were a looked after child. The purpose of 
this was to link their family to a neighbourhood deprivation score.  
 
The linking of family addresses to LSOA deprivation scores was employed as a proxy measure for 
family socio-economic circumstances. Surprisingly, the DfE data collĞĐƚŝŽŶŽŶĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ?
while comprehensive and of high quality in many respects, includes no data about the circumstances 
of the parents with whom they work. Nothing is recorded, reported or analysed systematically about 
family circumstances such as parental income and wealth, housing conditions, educational 
background, health, age, marital or employment status. The claim in Putting Children First (p.27) 
ƚŚĂƚ ‘we know a lot about the  ?ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?Ɛ ?family life, their experiences and the challenges they are 
facing ?ŝƐŶŽƚƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚďǇƚŚĞĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ ?ƵƚŚŽƌƐ ? ? ? ? ? ?. In fact, almost nothing is known at the 
population level. Linkage to education data about whether children in the school system are entitled 
to free school meals  W as a measure of family socio-economic status  W is in its infancy and could only 
provide a binary distinction between being entitled or not entitled.   
 
LSOAs are small geographical areas with an average total population size of around 1600, roughly a 
quarter of whom are likely to be under 18. The more than 32000 LSOAs in England as a whole each 
have an Index of Multiple Deprivation score which reflects 7 domains and multiple measures of 
which income and employment levels are the most heavily weighted. The measure is not used here 
as an indicator of the qualities of the neighbourhoods as a contributor to child development, for 
example, the level of informal or formal social support available, but as an indicator of family 
circumstances. Clearly there are limitations to this model as each small neighbourhood will contain a 
range of families but in the absence of direct data about families and over a large sample size both in 
terms of LSOAs (4,115) and children (14,400) this methodology offers a widely used mechanism for 
linking socio-economic factors with inputs and outcomes ((Jordan et al., 2004; Conrad, 2012; Brown 
et al., 2010).  
  
ƚŚŝĐĂůĂƉƉƌŽǀĂůĨŽƌƚŚĞǁŽƌŬǁĂƐŽďƚĂŝŶĞĚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŝƌĞĐƚŽƌƐŽĨŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?Ɛ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ
Research Group and from (Name removed ?hŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ ?ƐFaculty Research Ethics Committee. Further 
safeguards in accessing and handling the data were negotiated on a case by case basis with 
individual LAs, according to their interpretation of the requirements of data protection legislation. 
 
Reflecting the aim of securing a representative sample of English data, the objectives of the sampling 
frame were to obtain information: 
x On more than 10% of all children in England, including a minimum of 10% of children from 
each of the five broad ethnic categories used for administrative purposes 
x From 2 LAs in each of the 10 English regions, 20 in all out of a total of 152 
x From LAs spread across low, mid and high deprivation LAs, measured by overall IMD scores. 
In the final sample all of these criteria were met with the exception that only 18 LAs were recruited, 
with two regions (North West and South East) having only one LA included. Data cleaning removed 
some children from the final sample of individual cases, for example, because data was missing, but 
as Table 3 shows, the total available for analysis was 94% of all published CPP cases and over 91% of 
all LAC cases from the LAs concerned and around 12% of CPP and LAC cases nationally. In order to 
allow for the loss of cases in the cleaning process, in the final analysis some tables were adjusted for 
ƌĞĚƵĐĞĚƐĂŵƉůĞƐŝǌĞďǇƵƉƌĂƚŝŶŐĞĂĐŚ> ?ƐƚŽƚĂůƐƚŽĐƌĞĂƚĞƚŚĞĞƋƵŝǀĂůĞŶƚŽĨĂŶ ? ? ?A?ƐĂŵƉůĞĨƌŽŵ
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each LA. This involves making the assumption that all missing data are distributed by the same 
pattern as the cleaned data, i.e. if 5% of data are missing from one LA then 5% are missing from all 
levels of neighbourhood deprivation. The adjusted figures then give rates which better reflect the 
published data for each LA and also the relative deprivation pattern in each LA. For example, the two 
LAs in which we had the lowest proportion of cleaned LAC data to published data are both within the 
third of English LAs with highest overall deprivation. Not adjusting for the lower returns would have 
produced underestimates of the impact of high overall deprivation on the total picture. 
 
Insert Table 3 
 
The Index of Multiple Deprivation 2015 was published after the sample LAs had been approached 
and this altered the position of some LAs between mid and high deprivation. In the final sample 
there were 6 low deprivation LAs, containing 37% of the children in the sample, 5 mid-deprivation 
LAs with 35% and 7 high deprivation LAs with 28% of the sample children. 
 
A central purpose of the study was to test a surprising finding from the pilot study that we called the 
 ‘/ŶǀĞƌƐĞ/ŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶ>Ăǁ ? ?Authors, 2015). This was the finding that LAs that have high average 
deprivation also have higher overall rates of children on child protection plans or who are in out-of-
home care but when you compare similar neighbourhoods in LAs that overall have high or low 
deprivation, the low deprivation LAs have much higher rates. We wished to establish whether this 
conclusion held good in a sample of LAs representative of England and a whole and at another time 
point: 2015 rather than 2012. 
 
dŚĞƐƚƵĚǇĂůƐŽŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚĂĐŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶŽĨƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐŽŶĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐŝŶ ? ? ? ?-11 and 2014-15. 
Information about expenditure is available from Section 251 returns made to and published 
retrospectively by the DfE. On the face of it, these returns should give clear, comparable data at the 
LA level, broken down into a range of common factors such as expenditure on Looked-After Children 
or on Child Protection. However, in practice there is considerable doubt about whether LAs 
categorise ƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐŝŶƚŚĞƐĂŵĞǁĂǇƐ ?KŶĞƉĞƌƐŽŶ ?ƐƉƌĞǀĞŶƚŝŽŶĐĂŶďĞĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ ?Ɛchild protection. As 
a result of these doubts, we focused our attention on a small number of very broad measures: the 
ŽǀĞƌĂůůƐƉĞŶĚŽŶĂůůĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐƉĞƌŚĞĂĚŽĨƚŚĞĐŚŝůĚƉŽƉƵůĂƚion; the average spend on LAC, 
per child who was being looked after; and the proportion of the total spend that was said not to be 
ƐƉĞŶƚŽŶ> ?ĂůůŽĨǁŚŝĐŚĐŽƵůĚďĞďƌŽĂĚůǇĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚĂƐ ‘ƉƌĞǀĞŶƚŝŽŶ ? ?
 
Insert Table 4 
 
The data were prepared on Microsoft Excel files and analysed using SPSS Version 24. Summary data 
at the decile level were calculated for each LA, and these formed the basis of subsequent analysis.  
Correlation and regression techniques were used to examine for patterns with increasing 
deprivation decile and to assess differences between groups. 
 
Findings 
 
Demand Factors: Deprivation 
As can be seen in Chart 1, the distribution of the child population between neighbourhoods was 
strongly patterned by the deprivation of the LAs concerned. Over half of all children in the high 
deprivation LAs came from the most deprived 20% of neighbourhoods in England (quintile 5), but 
few in quintile 1, a position reversed for the low deprivation  LAs where fewer than one child in 
twenty lived in the most deprived neighbourhoods. Four high deprivation LAs had no child living in 
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one of the least deprived 10% (decile) of neighbourhoods nationally, 2 low deprivation LAs had no 
children in the most deprived decile. 
 
Insert Chart 1 
 
Family socio-economic circumstances, as measured by neighbourhood deprivation, were strongly 
correlated with the proportion of children who were either on child protection plans (CPP) or were 
looked after (LAC) on 31st March 2015. Children in the most deprived decile were around 13 times 
more likely to be on a child protection plan and 11 times more likely to be looked after than a child 
in the least deprived decile (Chart 2). One child in 36 in the most deprived 10% of neighbourhoods 
were either on a CPP or were LAC on the census day; but only one child in 426 in the least deprived 
neighbourhoods. Overall, in an almost identical pattern for CPP and LAC across the total sample, 
over 50% of children subject to these interventions were from families in the most deprived 20% of 
neighbourhoods, while only 5% were from the least deprived 20%.  
 
Insert Chart 2  
 
 
Similar deprivation related patterns were found for sub-groups of children by gender and age group.  
The deprivation gradient  W the extent to which intervention rates increased with each increase in the 
level of deprivation  W is also similar across both CPP and LAC. Although Chart 2 may look as though 
there is a steeper LAC gradient, this is because LAC rates are higher in each decile. In fact, for both 
CPP and LAC, each step increase in deprivation decile brings an approximate increase in intervention 
rate of about a third, with a detectable increase to three fifths between deciles 9 and 10. There 
seems to be an extra penalty  W in terms of child well-being or, at least, intervention rates  W at 
extreme deprivation levels. 
Demand Factors: Ethnicity  
The second major factor affecting overall LA intervention rates is the proportion of children who 
come from different minority ethnic groups, coupled with differential intervention rates between 
ĞƚŚŶŝĐŐƌŽƵƉƐ ?/ŶŵŽƐƚŽĨƚŚĞƉƵďůŝƐŚĞĚĚĂƚĂĂďŽƵƚĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶƐƚŚĞĨŝǀĞĞƚŚŶŝĐ
categories are used for analysis: White, Mixed, Asian, Black and Other. These reflect categories used 
in the English population census but are in some ways unhelpfully broad (Authors, 2016). The 
categories conflate or ignore issues of colour, national origin, religion, identity and ascription. 
However, for this purpose these issues will be set aside to be explored in more detail in a 
subsequent publication exploring narrower ethnic categories. As detailed population data on 
children by ethnic group were not available at the LSOA level for the mid-year population estimates, 
this part of the analysis is based on the 2011 Census.   
Overall, 21% of children in the England sample were identified as being members of minority ethnic 
groups, although the proportion varied from 11% in the least deprived 20% of neighbourhoods to 
33% in the most deprived. Minority ethnic category status is strongly associated with a greater 
ĐŚĂŶĐĞŽĨĚĞƉƌŝǀĂƚŝŽŶ ?dŚŝƐĂůƐŽǀĂƌŝĞƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝĞƐ ?ƐdĂďůĞ ?ƐŚŽǁƐ ?ŽŶůǇ ? ?A?ŽĨ ‘tŚŝƚĞ ?
children lived in the most deprived quintile of neighbourhoods, compared with around a third of all 
ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚĂƐ ‘DŝǆĞĚ ?Žƌ ‘ƐŝĂŶ ?ĂŶĚŽǀĞƌŚĂůĨŽĨĂůů ‘ůĂĐŬ ?ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?dŚŝƐŵĂũŽƌŝŶĞƋƵĂůŝƚǇŝŶ
the level of deprivation of different ethnic groups (Platt, 2007) is not the subject of this paper but is 
the backdrop to the analysis of intervention rates.  
Insert Table 5 
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ŶĚ ?ŽĨĐŽƵƌƐĞ ?ƚŚĞƐĞƉƌŽƉŽƌƚŝŽŶƐǀĂƌŝĞĚǀĞƌǇŐƌĞĂƚůǇďĞƚǁĞĞŶ>Ɛ ?/ŶƚǁŽ>ŽŶĚŽŶ>Ɛ ? ‘tŚŝƚĞ ?
children were less than one third of the total child population, in two rural counties they comprised 
over 95% of all children. The ƉƌŽƉŽƌƚŝŽŶŽĨ ‘ƐŝĂŶ ?ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶǀĂƌŝĞĚďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ?A?ĂŶĚ ? ?A?ŝŶĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ
LAs. So it can be seen that if rates are also inequitable between these broad categories  W as they are 
 W these population differences will have a profound impact on overall LA intervention rates.  
We reported for the pilot study in the West Midlands that overall rates for these broad ethnic 
categories may be misleading if deprivation is not also taken into account (Authors. 2016). This is 
true of the representative sample as well (Table 6). Overall rates are highest for children identified as 
ŽĨ ‘DŝǆĞĚ ?ŚĞƌŝƚĂŐĞ ?ǁŝƚŚ ‘ůĂĐŬ ?ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶŚĂǀŝŶŐŚŝŐŚĞƌƌĂƚĞƐƚŚĂŶ ‘tŚŝƚĞ ?ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐŝĂŶĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?Ɛ
ŽǀĞƌĂůůƌĂƚĞǁĂƐůŝƚƚůĞŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶĂƚŚŝƌĚƚŚĂƚŽĨ ‘tŚŝƚĞ ?ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ? 
Insert Table 6 
However, when children living in equally deprived neighbourhoods are compared, the picture 
ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ ?/ŶƋƵŝŶƚŝůĞ ? ?ǁŚĞƌĞŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶŚĂůĨŽĨĂůů ‘ůĂĐŬ ?ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶůŝǀĞĚ ?ƚŚĞŝƌ>ƌĂƚĞƐǁĞƌĞŵƵĐŚ
ůŽǁĞƌƚŚĂŶƚŚŽƐĞĨŽƌ ‘tŚŝƚĞ ?ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ? ‘DŝǆĞĚ ?ŚĞƌŝƚĂŐĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶŚĂĚƐŝŵŝůĂƌ ƌĂƚĞƐƚŽƚŚŽƐĞĨŽƌ ‘tŚŝƚĞ ?
ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶŝŶƚŚĞƐĞĂƌĞĂƐ ?ďƵƚ ‘ƐŝĂŶ ?ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƌĂƚĞƐǁ ƌĞĂůŵŽƐƚ ?ƚŝŵĞƐůŽǁĞƌƚŚĂŶƚŚŽƐĞĨŽƌ ‘tŚŝƚĞ ?
ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?&Žƌ ‘ůĂĐŬ ?ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶĂŶĚƚŚŽƐĞĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝƐĞĚĂƐ ‘KƚŚĞƌ ?ƚŚĞƵƐƵĂůƐŽĐŝĂůŐƌĂĚŝĞŶƚŝƐƵŶĐůĞĂƌ ?
with very high rates apparent in low deprivation neighbourhoods but small numbers make these 
data less reliable. 
Our project was not designed to explain these profound differences in rates between ethnic 
categories but analysis suggests that there may be higher rates for minority groups in areas where 
there are relatively few children from minority groups. We do not know whether higher rates reflect 
a higher incidence of difficult childhoods in some communities than others, higher referral rates or 
inequitable responses by childrĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐŽŶĐĞƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ ?tĞĐĂŶŽŶůǇƌĞŝƚĞƌĂƚĞƚŚĞŶĞĞĚĨŽƌŵƵĐŚ
greater attention to be paid to this issue. 
Supply Factors: The Inverse Intervention Law 
In relation to the Inverse Intervention Law, we found that the pattern was almost identical to that 
found in the West Midlands pilot study (Charts 3 and 4). 
In each case, LAC and CPP, the overall rate was significantly higher in the high deprivation LAs as 
would be anticipated. However, within every deprivation quintile the rates in low deprivation LAs 
were substantially greater.  
Insert Chart 3 
Insert Chart 4 
 
The explanation for so clear a structural relationship is not yet certain. The mixed-method case 
studies in LA social work teams, not reported here, designed to shed light on these patterns at the 
level of grass roots decision making suggest that such marked differences in rates cannot be 
explained by staff attitudes or behaviours. The most plausible general explanatory factor seemed 
likely to be the level of expenditure available in high and low deprivation LAs relative to demand and 
we investigated this further. 
What the expenditure data show is that low deprivation LAs spend less overall per child, on average 
than mid deprivation LAs, which spend less than high deprivation LAs. This is as expected, as the 
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origins of an allocation formula took deprivation into account as a key variable. Average total spend 
per child is set out in Table 7. 
Insert Table 7 
In 2010/11 average spend per child in high deprivation LAs was 80% greater than in low deprivation 
LAs but this premium was reduced to 55% by 2014-15. The difficult issue to determine is whether 
the premium was sufficient to meet the additional demand, given the very considerable differences 
between LAs in the proportion of children in the 20% highest deprivation neighbourhoods where 
50% of LAC and CPP lived.  
dŚĞƌĞŝƐƐŽŵĞĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞƚŚĂƚĞǆƉĞŶĚŝƚƵƌĞĂŶĚĚĞƉƌŝǀĂƚŝŽŶŚĂǀĞĂŶŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶƚŚĞƋƵĂůŝƚǇŽĨĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?Ɛ
services in ways which support rather than undermine the argument that the deprivation premium 
may no longer be great enough. In the period 2013  W  ? ? ? ? ?ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐŝŶ ? ? ?>ƐǁĞƌĞ
ŝŶƐƉĞĐƚĞĚďǇKĨƐƚĞĚ ?KǀĞƌ ? ?A?ŽĨůŽǁĚĞƉƌŝǀĂƚŝŽŶ>ƐƌĞĐĞŝǀĞĚĂ ‘ŐŽŽĚ ?Žƌ ‘ŽƵƚƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ ?ũƵĚŐĞŵĞŶƚ
but only 11% of high deprivation LAs. This difference is statistically significant. It appears to be 
harder for high deprivation LAs to achieve a good grade. Moreover, on average those few high 
deprivation LAs that did achieve a good or outstanding outcome, spent significantly more money per 
child overall, than ƚŚĞŚŝŐŚĚĞƉƌŝǀĂƚŝŽŶ>ƐũƵĚŐĞĚƚŽďĞ ‘ŝŶĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞ ? ?dŚŝƐĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐƚŚĞ
hypothesis that levels of deprivation are not adequately reflected in expenditure. 
Of course, this leaves one further question hanging. If low deprivation LAs have more money to 
spend relative to demand why does this mean they have a higher proportion of children on CPPs or 
who were LAC? Might you not expect higher expenditure to result in better prevention? Evidence 
from elsewhere (Hood et al., 2015) suggests that high deprivation LAs, because of the greater 
requirement to ration scarce resources, deflect more children into community support services of 
one kind or another, while low deprivation LAs process children more rapidly through to the most 
powerful forms of intervention. And, of course, we do not know which children do best or what 
would be the effect of rebalancing spending away from the very expensive costs of LAC to greatly 
strengthened support services for the families involved. 
Discussion and Conclusion 
The findings of this England-based study support the importance of deprivation as a key variable in 
ďŽƚŚĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌĂŶĚƚŚĞƐƵƉƉůǇŽĨĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĂŶĚŝŶƚŚĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƉƌŽĨŽƵŶĚŝŶĞƋƵĂůŝƚŝĞƐ
in intervention rates. Families in deprived neighbourhoods are much more likely to be subject to 
ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶƐďƵƚƚŚŝƐŝƐĚŝƐƉƌŽƉŽƌƚŝŽŶĂƚĞůǇƚŚĞĐĂƐĞĨŽƌĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐŝŶ>ƐƚŚĂƚ W 
overall  W are responsible for areas that have relatively low deprivation. Deprivation and austerity 
policies are associated both with differential pressures on families and on LAs. Recent years have 
seen intensified stresses on families across much of the economic spectrum, accompanied, since 
2010 in England, by unprecedented cuts in overall LA budgets that local prioritising of ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?Ɛ
services has been unable to deflect. It is, therefore, not surprising that in the period 2013-16, LAs 
with high deprivation have received substantially worse Ofsted judgements about the quality of their 
ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐƚŚĂŶƚŚŽƐĞǁŝƚŚůŽǁĚeprivation. This should not be taken to imply that low 
deprivation LAs have sufficient funding to meet demand. 
The study was designed to begin to put in place the building blocks for more equal chances, 
ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐĂŶĚŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐŽĨĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ?/ƚĂimed to quantify inequalities in rates and 
identify key factors influencing those inequalities in the absence of such information in officially 
collected and published statistics. The major limitation of this study  W and many other studies of 
ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞrvices inputs and outcomes in England, is the absence of any routinely collected data or 
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effective data linkage that provides investigators with information about the socio-economic 
circumstances of individual families in contact with services. Reliance on neighbourhood deprivation 
scores as a proxy for family circumstances is a major limitation.  
A second significant limitation of the study is that it focuses only on intervention rates on a single 
day: 31st March 2015, and has no information about trends or rates of intervention across 
childhoods. Rates change substantially over time, at different amounts in different LAs, and the 
speed with which children move through the system also varies between LAs and over time. None of 
these dimensions were the focus of this study.  
The third key limitation was that data are only collected and analysed here about children on CPPs or 
who were looked after. Further studies of the interaction of processes of referral and assessment, of 
which families are deflected from the system and what happens to them, and the relationship of 
such processes to family and LA deprivation, are required to build the bigger picture. 
ĨŽƵƌƚŚůŝŵŝƚĂƚŝŽŶŝƐƚŚĂƚŚŝŐŚƋƵĂůŝƚǇĂŶĚĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚĚĂƚĂĂďŽƵƚ>ĞǆƉĞŶĚŝƚƵƌĞŽŶĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ
in England is not available. There is considerable scepticism about the precision of DfE returns as 
measures of relative spending on different dimensions of services provision such as early help, 
prevention, or child protection services.  
In addition the study was not designed to identify, never mind test, alternative approaches to policy 
and practice that might either reduce the effects of deprivation on children or inequalities in 
demand and supply. Nevertheless some implications for policy and practice can be tentatively drawn 
from the work to date.  
&ŝƌƐƚ ?ƌĞĚƵĐŝŶŐƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĂůŝŶĞƋƵĂůŝƚŝĞƐŝŶĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐůŝĨĞĐŚĂŶĐĞƐ ?ƐƵĐŚĂƐƚŚŽƐĞŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚŝŶƚŚŝƐ
ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ?ƐŚŽƵůĚďĞĂŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇĨŽƌĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĂƐŝƚŝƐĂůƌĞĂĚǇĨŽƌŚĞĂůƚŚĂŶĚĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ ?
ChildrĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐƐŚŽƵůĚŶŽƚŽŶůǇƐĞĞŬƚŽĐƌĞĂƚĞĞƋƵĂůůǇŐŽŽĚservices for all children, as Putting 
Children First (DfE, 2016) proposes, but should also seek to minimise inequalities in demand for 
services and outcomes for children. This policy objective of grĞĂƚĞƌĞƋƵĂůŝƚǇŝŶĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐĐŚĂŶĐĞƐ ?
experiences and outcomes should be embedded as a key dimension in Ofsted inspection processes. 
^ĞĐŽŶĚ ?ŵŽƌĞĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐŚŽƵůĚďĞƉĂŝĚĂĐƌŽƐƐĂůůůĞǀĞůƐŽĨƚŚĞĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐƐǇƐƚĞŵƚŽƚŚĞ
impact of destitution, poverty and financial insecurity on family life. Supporting families to survive 
and thrive in this period of extended austerity should be a more central children services priority, as 
a contribution to preventing fractured and damaging relationships in families and protecting children 
from their consequences. This objective has to be underpinned by wider economic and social 
policies. It is has to inform staff education and training and be embedded in processes such as 
assessment and case review. 
Third, better data systems are required to inform local and national governments of inequalities in 
the demand for and supply of services and the consequences for children. Such data systems need 
to include systematic information about parents and their circumstances.  
Fourth, a review of the relationship between demand and the distribution of expenditure between 
and within LAs is overdue, and is more pressing as changes in local government financing are 
imminent. 
ůƚŚŽƵŐŚƚŚŝƐŝƐƐƚƵĚǇŽĨĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐŝŶŶŐůĂŶĚ ? the questions it raises about inequalities in 
child welfare and child protection systems have much wider relevance. This evidence challenges 
politicians, policy makers, managers, practitioners, educators and researchers to ask themselves 
whether such ineqƵĂůŝƚŝĞƐŝŶĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐůŝĨĞĐŚĂŶĐĞƐĂƌĞĂĐĐĞƉƚĂďůĞĂŶĚ ?ŝĨŶŽƚ ?ǁŚĂƚĐĂŶďĞĚŽŶĞƚŽ
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ensure that child welfare and child protection services reduce and do not reflect or reinforce social 
inequality.    
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Table 1: Increase in demands on ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐŝŶŶŐůĂŶĚ ? ? ?09/10  ? 2015-16. 
 2009-10 2015-16 Percentage 
increase 
Number of referrals 603700 621470 3 
Number of assessments 537400 571640 6 
Number of children in need during the year to March 31st 694000 778980 12 
Number of Section 47 investigations 89300 160200 79 
Number of children  subject to Child Protection (CP) case 
conferences 
43900 71400 63 
Number of children on a Child Protection plan during the year 44300 63310 43 
Number of children looked after during the year to March 31st 88250 100810 14 
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Table 2: Percentage changes in patterns of referrals, assessments, investigations, case 
conferences and  child protection plans 
 2009-
10 
2015-
16 
Percentage 
change 
Ratio of assessments to referrals (%) 89 92 3 
Ratio of Section 47 investigations to referrals (%) 15 26 74 
Ratio of children on CP case conferences to S47 investigations (%) 49 45 -9 
Ratio of children on CP plans to children at CPC conferences (%) 101 89 -12 
Ratio of children on CP plans to S47 investigations (%) 50 40 -20 
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Table 3: The England Sample 
At 31.3.15 Population 
0-17 
Children in 
Need 
Children on 
Child 
Protection 
Plans 
Looked After 
Children 
England - Published Data 11591701 391000 49700 69540 
Sample - Published Data 1432180 52179 6716 8865 
Sample - Reported Data  53803 6708 8854 
Sample - Cleaned Data  46839 6310 8090 
Sample as % of England Published 12.4 13.3 13.5 12.7 
Sample as % of England Published  12.0 12.7 11.6 
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Table 4: Child (0-17) Population in Low, 
Mid and High Deprivation LAs in the 
England Sample 
 Child Population As % of 
England 
Low 528404 4.6 
Mid 495963 4.3 
High 407813 3.5 
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Table 5: Percentage of children in the population by ethnic category and 
deprivation quintile, 2011 Census. 
Deprivation 
Quintiles 
1 2 3 4 5 
Total 
White 21 20 21 17 21 100 
Mixed 13 14 18 20 35 100 
Asian 12 16 19 21 32 100 
Black 4 7 13 25 52 100 
Other 6 10 19 28 37 100 
All 19 19 20 18 24 100 
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Table 6: LAC rates by deprivation quintile and ethnic category, England sample. 
Deprivation 
Quintile 
1 2 3 4 5 ALL 
White 15 28 42 77 162 64 
Mixed 27 47 62 103 164 99 
Asian 7 18 15 21 34 22 
Black 12 97 62 96 92 87 
Other 46 90 52 41 111 74 
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Table 7 PWĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞƌĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŽƚĂůĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐƐƉĞŶĚƉĞƌĐŚŝůĚ
in England 2010/11 to 2014/15, by LA deprivation. 
  Ave. Spend 
per Child 
2010/11 (£) 
Ave. Spend 
per Child 
2014/15 (£) 
Reduction 
(%) in spend 
per child 
England Low Deprivation 708 655 7 
Mid Deprivation 996 885 11 
High Deprivation 1280 1017 21 
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Figure 1 
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Chart 1 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5
High 7 7 12 21 53
Mid 16 18 22 23 22
Low 30 28 26 11 5
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Chart 2 
 
  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
CPP 9 14 23 24 31 39 48 53 74 118
LAC 15 17 25 34 34 47 64 75 100 159
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Chart 3 
 
  
1 2 3 4 5 All
High IMD 11 17 32 54 105 73
Low IMD 15 27 43 81 165 40
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Chart 4 
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Low deprivation 11 24 41 72 128 35
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